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Title: METHOD AND APPARATUS FOR RENDERING AN IMAGE IN A VIDE^ 
GRAPHICS ADAPTER 



This is in response to a second non-final Office Action mailed May 15, 2002. Applicant 
respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration. 

Applicant's Attorney initially wishes to express gratitude to the Examiner for the 
telephone conference conducted May 30, 2002 in which the Examiner acknowledged the non- 
finality of the present office action. 

Claims 1, 3-4, 15, and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
over U.S. Patent No. 5,275,565 ("Moncrief 5 ). Moncrief teaches, inter alia, what is currently 
known as a simulator, including at least three video monitors which display three respective 
windows illustrating a simulated space. In one embodiment, Moncrief teaches, inter alia, having 
a housing in which the windows are displaced and including a seat and user controls such as a 
steering wheel, a brake pedal, an accelerator pedal, or a stick shift. Moncrief discloses, inter 
alia, utilizing three separate video monitors to simulate a space that includes a panoramic view 
for a simulated activity, for example, to simulate driving a vehicle, the first monitor would be 
utilized to simulate the view out of the front windshield of a car, the left monitor would be used 
to simulate the view out of the driver's side window and the right monitor would be used to 
simulate the view out of the passenger side window. Electronically, the simulator includes three 
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separate monitors, one being a master controller and two monitors being a slave controller in 
response to the master controller. The monitors cc^rfinate with each other to provide the 
panoramic view by each individually displayi^a portion of the simulated space with respect to 
the other portions of the simulated space. Moncrief teaches, inter alia, each individual monitor 
illustrating its own specific and independent image which represents a portion of the simulated 
space itself, wherein, the combination of all three monitors simulate and provides the illusion of 
a panoramic space itself. 

The present invention is related to rendering active video using more than one video 
graphics adapter (VGA). In one embodiment, a video source is received by a first VGA. The 
video source is disposed within a video memory associated with the first VGA, wherein the 
stored video is associated with the window of an existing application. When the window of the 
existing application is shifted to coincide with the video memory of a second graphics adapter, 
the first VGA performs a memory access function across the system bus to the appropriate video 
memory location with the second VGA to allow the rendering of that portion of the video now 
residing on a second monitor. Such remote rendering allows for active video signals to be 
displayed on any secondary or primary VGA. 

Regarding Claim 1, Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's characterization of 
the teachings of Moncrief as applied to the present invention. Initially, Applicant respectfully 
disagrees with the Examiner's interpretation of Moncrief as teaching rendering at least a first 
portion of the first frame of video at the first VGA in response to a first control signal and 
rendering at least a second portion of the first frame of video at a second VGA in response to a 
second control signal. It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has misapplied the 
teachings of Moncrief as related to the simulated space, as the simulated space represents a 
panoramic view and each individual monitor illustrates a representative portion of the simulated 
space. Moncrief does not teach that the simulated space is a full frame of video where a first 
portion is provided on a first screen and a second portion is provided on the second screen, but 
rather Moncrief teaches providing a specific image on each specific individual screen. It is 
further submitted the Examiner has misinterpreted the teachings of the master controller as being 
a first VGA which receives a first frame of active window from a video source, as claimed in 
Claim 1. The Examiner's interpretation of the teachings of Moncrief does not provide adequate 
support for the further limitations of Claim 1 in that the cited passage on page 2 of the present 
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Office Action intimates that the first frame of active video from a video sourc e teaches a first 
portion of said simulated space which is spaciously congruent with., &xit' first monitor. This 
characterization of Moncrief is contrary to the position thai* caches the further limitations of 
rendering at least a first portion of the first fram^. of video at the first VGA and rendering at least 
a second portion of the first frame of video' at a second VGA as Moncrief clearly teaches, inter 
alia, providing separate and independent displays on separate and independent monitors, wherein 
the master controller and the slave controllers synchronize and coordinate the individual images 
within the overall simulated space. 

As such, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal. Should the 
Examiner maintain the present rejection, Applicant respectfully requests a showing, including 
column and line number, of where Moncrief discloses each of the claimed limitations, including 
but not limited to, rendering at least a first portion of the first frame of video and rendering a 
second portion of the first frame of video at a second VGA. 

Regarding Claims 3 and 4, Applicant respectfully resubmits the above position offered 
with respect to Claim 1 . It is further submitted that Claims 3 and 4 contain further patentable 
subject matter in view thereof. As such, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the present rejection. 

Regarding Claim 15, Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration. 
Applicants resubmit the above position offered with respect to Claim 1, specifically that the 
Examiner has improperly asserted Moncrief as teaching the claimed limitations of a first frame 
of active video and displaying at least a first portion of the first frame of video at second VGA in 
response to a second control signal. As stated above with respect to Claim 1, Moncrief fails to 
teach providing a first frame that is capable of being displayed, at least a portion of it being 
displayed, at a second VGA. Moncrief teaches providing individual and specific images which 
are a part of an overall panoramic view defining a simulated space, or each respective window 
holds a sector of the simulated space, which is inconsistent with the claimed invention of 
Claim 15 which claims displaying at least a first portion of the first frame of video at a second 
VGA. At best, Moncrief teaches receiving a first sector within the simulated space which is a 
separate and distinct image at a first monitor, a second sector, a separate and distinct image at a 
second monitor, and a third sector, a separate and distinct image, and a third monitor to provide 
the overall impression/illusion of a simulated panoramic space. 
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As such, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the present rejection. Should the 
I^aminer maintain the present rejection, Applicant requests a showing, including column and 
line numbers, of where each of the claimed limitations are specifically disclosed by Moncrief. 
For example, Applicant requests a showing of where Moncrief teaches receiving at a first VGA^ 
a first frame of active video from a video source, wherein the first frame of active video iircfudes 
the simulated space, wherein individual portions (sectors) are disposed and displayed at a second 
VGA. 

Regarding Claim 19, Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 19 contains further 
patentable subject matter in view thereof. Applicant traverses the Examiner's characterizations 
of the teachings of Moncrief, as stated above, regarding the claimed limitation of the first frame 
of active video and that Moncrief does not disclose storing the first frame which the Examiner 
has indicated as being the full panoramic simulated space, in a memory associated with the first 
VGA, but rather Moncrief teaches storing individual sectors of the simulated space within 
buffers, 84, 86 and 88 of the individual controllers, 26, 28 and 30 respectively. As such, 
Applicant request reconsideration and withdrawal. 

Claim 14 currently stands rejected under the 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 5,574,836 ("Broemmelsiek"). Broemmelsiek discloses an object-orientated 
display system for displaying an image of a graphical object on a display device, wherein the 
position of the object being displayed is a function of the position from which a viewer views the 
display device, therein simulating an interactive three dimensional viewing environment. 
Broemmelsiek discloses using a transformed matrix, dependent upon a head position, to define 
the orientation of different active windows within a display system. When it is determined that 
an exposed function is to be executed, primitive information is utilized to now provide the visual 
display of previously hidden graphics. 

Applicant respectfully submits the Examiner has mischaracterized the teachings of 
Broemmelsiek as applied to the present invention. Claim 14 recites a processing system for 
executing instructions, the processor system comprising instructions for monitoring the location 
of an active window. The Examiner has indicated that Broemmelsiek teaches this limitation 
when the microprocessor 52 determines the new coordinates of the front object. It is respectfully 
submitted that determining a new coordinate does not disclose the claimed limitation of 
monitoring the location of an active window, because determining a new coordinate must be 
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activated by a processing step to .sake that determination, wherein the claimed limitation of 
monitoring is an active procer^iisg step executed by the processing system on a continued basis. 

Applicant res^^iiilly submits the Examiner has mischaracterized the operation of 
Broemmelsid^j^* applied to the claimed present invention of claim 14. Claim 14 recites 
"senjdk^tfie active video data from the first video memory to a second video memory when the 
ibcation of the active video window is associated with the second video memory." 
Broemmelsiek teaches having a microprocessor draw a front object into a second frame buffer 
unit in response to an expose event, which is inconsistent with the claimed limitation of the 
active video window being associated with the second video memory. Broemmelsiek operates in 
a completely different manner than the claimed present invention, utilizing multiple frame 
buffers in a single graphics engine to overcome parallax viewing in a visual display. 
Broemmelsiek teaches, inter alia, utilizing the second frame butter unit in response to an expose 
event because there are now more pixel information to be rendered and thereupon displayed. As 
such, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the above-noted 
rejection. Should the Examiner maintain the present rejection, Applicant respectfully request a 
showing, including column and line numbers, of where Broemmelsiek explicitly teaches the 
claimed limitation of claim 14, including but not limited to, monitoring the location of an active 
video window and sending the active video data from the first video memory to a second video 
memory when the location of the active video window is associated with the second video 
memory. 

Claim 2 currently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moncrief. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration. It is 
respectfully submitted that the Examiner's statement regarding the support for this rejection is 
contrary to the position offered with regards to the rejection for Claim 1. Once again Applicant 
submits that the Examiner has mischaracterized the claimed limitation of a first portion and 
second portion as being disclosed by Moncrief as being the full simulated space, wherein fact 
Moncrief discloses the simulated space is made up of sectors wherein each individual sector is 
individually provided to specific monitors providing the display of the full simulated space, but 
Moncrief does not teach having an active video frame with a first portion and second portion, but 
rather discloses a simulated space which is composed of three separate sections. As such, 
Applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal. 
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This Application is believed to be in condition for allowair^and such action at an early 
date is earnestly solicited. If the Examiner believes that a." teifrfione interview may expedite the 
prosecution of the application, the Examiner ^ "mxitd to contact the below attorney at the 
indicated telephone number. 



VEDDER, PRICE, KAUFMAN & 

KAMMHOLZ 

222 N. LaSalle Street 

Chicago, IL 60601 

(312)609-7870 

FAX: (312)609-5005 



Dater July 10, 2002 
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